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The decision to intervene in Afghanistan has raised the question—as all
major Sovnet decisions have in the past—of the degree of consensus that
existed among the leadership on this action. It has also prompted speculation
' that President Brezhnev—the Kremlin's strongest advocate of detente—is

' no longer a leading force in Soviet policymaking.

" Key Judgments

. On balance we believe that Brezhnev remains the dominant force within the
'; Politburd and was directly involved in and supportive of the decision to
invade Afghanistan. Mcasuring the level of enthusiasm within the Soviet
hierarchy for military action is more difficult. We suspect there were some

- reservations, but we belicve these concers did not extend to fear for the

. future of detente, a policy with which the leadership was increasingly

. disenchanted during the closing months of 1979.

Public statements by Soviet leaders about Afghanistan before the invasion
- occurred revealed little more than a common concern with developments

.+ there.; Party ideologist Suslov, who has often spoken out favorably about

: revolutlonary processes in the Third World, implied that Afghanistan was a
: Communist state worth preserving. This could mean that he was in the

: vanguard of those favoring intervention.

S A |
R o Premicr Kosygml_l

x 1 5;5 | ! : ‘| almost certainly did not play an‘active part in the Afghan
. L ‘ | decision. His counsel probably would have been on the side of caution, and
R 1 ‘ “ " his abscnce from office probably facilitated the choice for mnhtary actlon
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BRI | .| i Because thc temper of the Politburo as a wholc shifted away from detente,
L L o G howevcr. it seems unlikely that Kosygin's presence would have altered the
AR ; §; ';’ decision, Desmtc this shift, we have not dctected a basic realignment of
RN S .1 | power wiihm the Politburo. In November, an opportunity to replace Kosygin
I " was allowed to pass; he is still being ranked second in the Sovict pecking
- order. Instcad of retiring Kosygin, the Politburo brought ir: a 74-ycar-old
o : .| " Brezhnev loyalist, First Deputy Premier Tikhonov. We have no reason to
i . | believe that Tikhonov's promotion, in itself, altered the balance within the
" ‘ Polltburo oty forcngn policy issues. (D
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" The USSR’s leadérs must have taken their positions on the intervention with -
~ an eye on their relative standing in a post-Brezhnev political environmeut.

. To the extent that the intervention has undercut detente policies—with

" which most Soviét leaders had been signaling their increased discontent—

'

.| 50,100, has it weakened the succession prospects of Brezhnev's protege
" Chernenko, one of detente’s most vocal advocates in the Kremlin. The

" contender who presumably profited the most is Brezhnev's party deputy,

Kirilenko, who in the past has voiced some reservations about detente.
If the invasion is a success, those who might have argued against it probably
will remain silent! But if the USSR is drawn into a long, costly military
operation that damages Soviet interestsona global basis, the decision will be
reexamined. There are already signs of second thoughts surfacing among
second-level officials. The outcome of such a debate could have a significant
impact on the makeup of the leadership, particularly in the post-Brezhev

era.Dw. Lo
S

A prolonged, costly conflict in Afghanistan might encourage youager
clemonts in the Soviet establishment to press for a rejuvenation of the
leadership. Unsatisfactory results in Afghanistan might also make KGB
Chairman Andropov and Defense Minister Ustinov vulnerable and subject
to removal at or before the next party congress in early 1981, Foreign
Minister Gromyko might also be faulted for miscalculating the adverse
worldwide rcacti?n to the use of military force in Afghanistan.
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. isnolonger in control in/Moscow.
" that Brezhnev must have opposed
repercussions for detente.

" They are also said

"indication that Brczhnevi

~i 1 the Hungarians appear to

. Kremlin policy toa shift in the Politbuio
I:I = R \,'H‘
i ; ettt
{15 1One Soviet official _
| fow of guidance and general informat

i

» | Moscow had been sparse

. i | in Afghanistan
RRN | “younger, more (
L1 it i have become more involved in recent
| presumably would have
i personnel changes in M?vmw

U e
power of threaten Brezhnev's

(voting) membership in the

been filled by a younger,

post should Kosygin not recover from hi
_a circumstance that bespeaks ncar-term
stability within the leadership. D '
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~ {1 -The Soviet move against the Amin regime in

since mid-October,
L o believe that major changes
L iljwere under way in the Soviet leadership. A few Soviet
| officials have even taken the line that the Sovict action
reflects the growing influerce of
hawkish Politburo members {who)
. ‘policy decisions.”
"/ | 1f there had been a shift in the power balance, it

i been reflected in sigaificant

Afghani-

stan quickly generated somc‘speculatién that Brezhnev
The implication i
the action due toiits
DR Some senior Hungarian

“ 11 officials, including Kadatr, reportedly Share this view.
3 tocite Moscow's reneging on earlier
|| Brezhnev commitments on oil deliverics as another

is not in charge. In our view,
AR 0 have yiclded to the East
/1. European proclivity for gtt;ributing any hardening of

balance.

icommented that the normal
ion from

leading

' There were a few changes in the Sovict leadership at
- the party's Central Committee plenum on 27 Novem-
" ber, but these changes did not alter the balance of

nev's leadership.
. of 74-year-old First Deputy Premier Tikhonov to full
Politburo was,
contrary, a plus for Brezhnev in at leagt iwo respects. It
added another Brezhnev joyalist to the top leadership,
and it dealt with a vacancy that otherwise might have
more ambitious man.
_ Tikhonov is directly in linc for the top governmental

The clevation

to the

¢ heart attack,
continuity and

relative political importance

The addition of Party Secretary Gorbachev to the

Politburoas a candidate (nonvoting) member could
also be interpreted as a move designed to prescrve the
delicate balance of power. Gorbachev's political con-
nections are far from clear, but he and Suslov may be
linked through association with the Stavrepol region.
A case could be made, therefore, that if pro- and
anti-derente forces—led by Brezhnev and Suslov
respectively—exist in the leadership, each side
received a new member in the late November leader-

ship appointments,

More importantly, in terms of reducing the threat to
Brezhnev's primacy, Gorbachev's appointment fore-
closed the opportunity for a more senior figure—for
example, Ukrainian party chief Shcherbitskiy or
Belorusuan party boss Masherov—to move to Moscow
to oversee agricultuial matters in the Politburo. Sucha
move for either man would have strengthened his
credentials as a possible successor to Brezhnev and,
thus, might have contributed to a tilt against Brezhnev
within the top leadership. Neither man increased his
at the November plerum,
and Brezhnev was thus able to participate in
on Afghanistan w.th

howaver,
the final phase of decisionmaking
his political flanks secure.

prevent him from cxerciéing
x sept

Nordid Brezhnev's health

his powers. He was active thro

for two weeks in mid-October.
]

22 entler

Brezhncv main-

tained a very active schedulc throughout November
when the leaderrhip p-obably reached at leart a
tentativa decision to send Sovict armed forces against
the Afghan insurgents. ' : *

| the lcadership pPresuIEDTY Wi
sounding out Ambassador Dobrynin—who returned

)
1
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'hon{c in carly Dcocmbcr-—on likely US reacuons to
_any Soviet move against the Amin regime and
deliberating on other aspects of |mple'nentm¢ the ‘

decnszon1:|. | % %
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Brezhnev dropped out of public view on 20 December,

Foreign Minister Gromyko madec a highly unusual
public apology for Brezhnev's absence from the |
luncheon on 21 December for Angolan Presndcnt dos
Santos, expressing Brezhinev's regrets thet he could not
attend the affair because of a catarrhal indisposition.
Gromyko probably offered this explanation to head off
another round of “*Brezhnev is dead, or dying” rumors
akin to those that had circulated two months earlicr
when Brezhnev failed to show up for any of the !
meetings with Syrian President Assad during thc

latter s visit to Moscow. |:| ‘

here is no reason to believe that he was out
ol touch with the developments on the Afghan front
during this period. | |

!
4

{

( T
Brezhnev s public activities during January add tjo the
‘ npression that he is very much at the center of things
in Moscow. His name remained in the public mcc!la.
which have carried a stream of messages on domestic
issues from Brezhnev to various segments of the Soviet
population. In addition, Brezhnev's role was
highlighted when he, together with Suslov and
Ponomarev, met in early January with French C_dm-
munist leader Marchais in talks resulting in Marchais®
press conference remarks defending the Afghan lnva-
sion. Moreover, Brezhnev was the only top Ieadeq who
met with French National Assembly President |
Chaban-Delmas on 23 January bef?re the latter f'ut

i |
|

ad

short his visit because of the Soviet actions against
dissident physicist Andrey Sakharov. j

In addition, Brezhnev has taken the leading role
among his colleagues on Afghan issues. His message of -
congratulation, published in Pravda on 29 December,
makes Brezhnev the only Soviet leader who has gone
on record, as yet, with an endorsement of Babrak
Karmal's “clection” as the new top man in Kabul,
Brezhnev's interview in Pravda on 13 January set the
standard for other Soviet lenders who have publicly
defended the Soviet military intervention, In short, the
evidence on hand strongly suggests that Brezhnev was
actively involved in the Afghan decision and is
prepared to defend it. Thus, while he may not be as
vigorous today in directing and shaping the consensus
«3he was 10to 15 years ago, we believe that on balance
Brezhnev remains the dominant force and arbiter of
Politbyro interests.

The Decisien’s Setting

Soviet dissatisfaction with the Khalq regime in Kabul
had been growing during the past year. Soviet repre-
sentatives in Kabul and elsewhere were exploring
alternatives to the regime by May 1979, if not earlicr.
The collapse of the Moscow-backed intrigues by
Afghan President Taraki against Prime Minister
Amin in mid-September probably convinced the Soviet
leaders that Amin could be toppled only by direct
intervention and that planning for such action should
commence. Brezhnev may have felt that he had a
personal stake in all this, if only because he had met
with Taraki—presumably to confer on his move
against Amin—just days before Taraki launched his
attempted coup. No doubt there was added pressure to
do something as the subsequent months brought
increased casualtics among Soviet advisers, the attack
on a Soviet military installation by Afghan pilots, and
the failure of a Soviet-managed drive against the

Afghan insurgents. 1:|

There were no signs that Afghanistan was a controver-
sial issue within the leadership during this period, but
there were indications of mounting pressure for :1ore
militancy on other issues. On 12 October, for example,
USA Institute Director Arbatov told I:[
[ Jin Moscow that Brezhnev's proposals on

European force reductions, made in East Berlin on
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6 October, were opposed “not only by the ili(ary, but
by other parts of the Soviet leadership as well.!! A
crackdown on dissidents and human rights. activists,
which some of them called the most severe in 10 years,
also began in mid-October—as clid a moderaté decline
. in Jewish emigration. One speaker at a Central .
Committee cunference for media propagandists held in
October or Novembet is said to have questioned the
" virtues of the SALT Il treaty, and according to[ |
the word “detente™ all but
tnd-closed-doors talks by

I

disappeared from
“gencrals” in the last month of l979 (1

b b
“!: [

Premlcr Kosygin's

_jmay have made it
casier Tor the Politburo to reach a decision on mxl:tary
intervention. Kosygin, while as tough-minded as any of

the Politburo members in defending Soviet. mtercsts
would have been particularly concerned about the
- impact of a military intervention; on Soviet relations
- with the West. He has long been a voice of caution in
forcign affairs and probably would have argued
" . against a decision that would involve Soviet military
form in a conflict beyond the USSR’s borders D

|

Kosygm displayed his dnspleasure wnth the USSR'

" military intervention in Czechoslpvakxa. for example,
: - both before and after the fact and has never wholly

* subscribed to the so-called Brezhnev doctrine of

. limited sovereignty. It may be noteworthy .hat as
""", mentioned above, the message of congratulations to
/' . the new Afehan regime on 29 December bore bnly

. Brezhnev's signature—a departure from normal prac-

" ' tice. Both Brezhnev and Kosygin signed greetings to

"' Amin in early December on the occasion of the first

o anniversary of the Soviet-Afghan friendship treaty

o Both men also signed messages to Cuba on 1 January,

" to Kampuchea on 8 January, and to Prime Minister
Oandhi on 11 January. (| i o ; E

' Speechcs by other Saviet leaders: ‘prior to the interven-

. tion revealed little about their attitudes on Afghani-

stan other than a general concern for events there,
Party Secretary Suslov indicated on a few occasions
during the past year that he considered Afghanistan
one of several Third World states that had embarked
“ou the path of socialist construction,” implying that
he considered it a Communist state worth preserving.

| ~ S T

| 1
! .

{
i |
i

Suslov has also been relatively positive in his assess-
ment of the “,teady development of revolutionary
processes” in the world, and he gave the impression
that he was more committed to supporting thes:
movements than other Soviet leaders. |:|

Party Secretxfry Chernenko, speaking in Soviet Cen-
tral Asia last August, complained about “imperialist
attempts” to interfere in the internal affairs of “our
neighbor, democratic Afghanistan™ and to deprive the
Afghan people of “their revolutionary gains.” While
this would seem to put him very ¢*asc to Suslov on the
question of the progressive nature of the Khalq cegime
in Xabul, his professed confidence that such efforts
would fail suggests that Chernenko saw no reason at
that time for any dramatic change in the level of Soviet
involvement. |j .

Party Secretary Kirilenko said nothing about the
Afghan situation during a speech two weeks later, and
Shcherbitskiy was equally reticent on the situation in
Septemter and October. Both men, however, have
repeatedly called for more vigilance against the
intrigues of tose who “nurture aggressive plans’
inimical to Soviet interests. Similarly, Defense Minis-
ter Ustinov avoided commenting on the Afghan
situation while emphasizing vigilance in his public

remarks last fall, D :

The silence of these three last fall on the Af ghan
situation may have been a matter of discretion rather
than dissent, but we do know that the leadership was

iviug divergent views from the Soviet staff
tn carly September. |
ly argued that the USSR should maintain its
support to Afghanistan regardless of the costs in men

and material. ow-
ever, is said to have opposed this view, stating that the
political advantage gained from assisting Afghanistan

did not justify the costs involved. The disagreement

ﬂly was referred to Moscow for resolution.

Kirilenko, speaking for the leadership as a whole at the
Kremlin ceremony on 6 November marking the
Bolsh..vik Revolution, noted that Afghanistan was one
of several countries that had recently embarked “on a
path of independent devel spment.” This formulation,
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the same that Foreign Minist}:} Gron{g;léq used in his
- speech at the United Nations on 25 September, struck

| -2 middle ground betveen the remarks by Suslov and

' Chernenko on the one hand, and the “no comment”
‘from Kirilenko, Shcherbitskiy, and Ustinov in their

. previous public statements. 'Both of these “official”

‘statements appeared to avoild directly confronting the
~ issue while the top leaders pruumably reassessed their
‘policy after Taraki's failure in his bid to oust Amin in
i|.nid Sept:ember;D AR ,
‘Such a reassessment probaBly was under way through-
out October and plans for the military intervention
must have ocen ready by late November.| There is no
sign that they were discussed at the Central Commit-
tee plenum on 27 November which, according to public
accounts, was devoted to economic issues.

P P
During these closing months of 1979, the Sovict
leadership gave no sign that Afghanistan was the
weightiest issue they had under consideration. Soviet
leaders were sending mixed signals on how Moscow
intended to respond to a NATO decision on Theatre
Nuclear Forces (TNF), raising the possibility that this
issue was the major source of contention in the
Kremlin at that time. In a speech on 23 November in
Bonn, Gromyko said such a decision would destroy the
basis for negotiations. He continued to be uayiclding
on this point cven after the Warsaw Pact communique

" in early December stated that “the implementation of

the decision,” and not the decision itself, would destroy
the basis for negotiations. Meanwhile, the deputy chief
of the Soviet Central Committee's International De-

- partment, Vadim Zagladin, was quoted in the West

German and Italian press on 19 and 25 November
respectively as favoring the continuance o‘f disarma-
ment negotiations even if N:}\TO decided in favor of

[
IR
“~’
! : q
' K
1 t [

“The “A. Petrov” commentary on the Tehran hostages

in Pravda on 5 December was another sign that the

' Soviet leadership was willing to take actions that might

damage detente.

The article ~ttempted to justifly the

" seizure of the hostages and in so doing signaled that a

majority of the leadership was prepared to risk further
deterioration in relations with the United Sta'.cs.l:,

An article in Party Lifeon 11 December suggests there
might have been some resistance to this toughening

“trend. The article was not at all specific with regard to

issues but it pointed out that aftera decisiun is taken

“all Communists—including those with divergent

views—must act as one person. It made a point of
reminding Central Committes members that they are

subject to this discipline and warncd that “hardened
factionaries” who ignore the will of the party deserve
to be banished.

After th2 Invasion
Against this background it is possible that the decision
to use military force in Afghanistan was made with
relative case after the leadership endorsed a tougher,
more assertive foreign policy line across the board. As
in past crises, Brezhnev, who has always been sensitive
to the prevailing mood of his colleagues, has estab-
lished himself squarely in the forefront of this policy
shi‘t. He has heard rumors about his declining hcalth
and weakened authority, and his behavior since the
invasion seems designed, e* least in part, to make it
known that he is in charge. He also may believe a firm
position is necessary to cover his vulnerability from his
past advocacy of detente. I:I

In his recent Pravda “interview" Brezhnev said that
the decision on Afghanistan was not 2 simple onc for
the Soviet leaders. This could be interpreted as a hint
that the Politburo was divided, but we think the more
likely intent of that remark was to persuade the Sovict
and world public that the Politburo, fully aware of the
seriousness of its decision on Afghanistan, had felt that
it had no alternative under the existing circumstances.

ret
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The snlence of the other top Icaders suggests a desure to

- avoid getting too far out in front on this issue when the
. ,'suocossion is so near. The speeches that are being given
--in connection with the 24 February clections for:the
republic legislative bodies are provldlng cachof thema
chance to comment on the world situation, Whilc most
. give the impression of wanting to avold saying any-
thmg that might jeopardize their positions in the post-
.. Brezhnev era, they have fully supported the decision to
- invade Afghanistan and have blamed the United
States for the disruption of detente, thcmes set forth in

Brezhncvsmtemcw ﬁ R {
S P

lmpllutiom for the Succession BRI

"'The decision to intervene militarily in Afghamstan

almost certainly will have implications for the s\hoces

“‘sion in Moscow, If the invasion sets things nght——by

x Sovnet standards—in short order, those who mlght

“have argued against it probably will remain silent,

hoping to pvt as much distance as possiblc between this

. episode and the succession process. But a long, oostly

" military operation that damages Soviet policy mterests
~ on a global basis might prompt a reexamination of the

' decision to move into Afghanistani There already are
sizns of second thoughts about the wisdom of the

* invasion among second-level officials. Such a debate at
. the Politburo level would almost certainly lead to

' major changes in the top leadership, regardless of
whethcr Brezhnev remained on the scene. i

! \

Prolonzcd conflict in Afghamstnn could work to the

~ advantage of Shcherbitskiy, Romanov. and othor

- relatively young leaders still waiting in the wings—by
“strengthening their case for a rejuvenation of the |
leadership. None of these young Turks are currently
inclined to lead a charge against Brezhnev and the
other Politburo “seniors,” but they may press for -
several changes at the 26th Party Congress in early
1981. They almost certainly will argue that the time
has come for Party Control Committee Chairman
Pelshe, who is 81, to step down. They also may insist
that Kosygin be replaced if he cannot resume his
formes responsibilities, and demand that the job be

A pratracted campaign in Afghanistan that does not
" produce the desired results but does complicate Soviet

interests elsewhere in the world will also embarrass the
three members of the Politburo who are charged with
safeguarding national security—KGB Chairman

- Andropov, Defense Minister Ustinov, and Foreign -
‘Minister Gromyko. Andrenov could be vulnerable on
" two counts—the failure of Taraki's move against Amin

last September, which must have been KGB-spon-
sored, and the KGB's failure to get rid of Amin and
install Babrak Karmal in Kabul before the Soviet
troops went into action on 27 December. Andropov

- also would bear some responsibility for intelligence

assessments that led the Politburo to expect a quick
and easy success in Afghonistan. (]

Uatinov would also be imperiled if his assessment of -
the military situation in Afghanistan before the coup
on 27 December differed from the reality the Suviets
are now facing. He would also have to accept some
responsibility for the less than outstanding perform-
ance of the Soviet troops, and whatever discipline and
morale problems develop within the Soviet armed
forces in the months to come. Some Soviet leaders, for
example, could ask Ustinov how the Soviet perform-
ance in Afghanistan squares with his repeated assur-
ances that the Soviet armed forces are always ready to
cope with any task they are given. Gromyko also could
oe faulted for having misjudged the worldwide re-
sponse to the Soviet move against the Amin govern-

ment. [

In the meantime, Brezhnev—no matter how much he
agreed with the decision on Afghanistan—must feel
some pain over the demise of detente. He also must
realize that the collapse of detente has left him
vulnerable to some extent—especially since some of his
Politburo colleagues seem to have been questioning
detente in nrivate over the past few years. These
leaders might use the recent events to make a casc
against Brezhnev's handling of foreign policy, which
was one of his political strengths during the 1970s. D

given to one of their number rathcr than l‘akhonov
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g 0 ln any event, Brezhnev is almost oertain tocascupon

 his past efforts to improve: Chernenko’s mnding
within the leadership. Indeed, Chernenko may have -

i suffered something of a setback, if only because he has'

' || been the potential successor most suppomve of deteunte.

- and further steps to curb the arms race, at a time when-

.a number of his Politburo colleagues have been ’
. expressing their doubts more openly during the past
jyearormore.|:| ‘ % TR ;
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By oontrast. Kmlenko may be able to usc the increased
international tension to argue the need for an experi-
enced hand at the helm. Moscow party chief Grishin

- may also benefit, if only as a compromise candidate
- who would be acceptable to a majority of the Politburo,
including kingmaker Suslov. Suslov reportedly is
_determined to block Kirilenko’s candidacy, and his
“influence has probably increased with the intervention.
~On the other hand, Suslov'probably would put the

- regime’s needs ahead of his own preferences if the
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suwessxon issue had to be rwolved at a moment of high
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